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with a doubt as to its validity or invalidity. When a person
has the knowledge of water in a burning desert, he has a
doubt as to its existence. But, when he drinks water and
quenches his thirst, his knowledge of successful action is
undoubted.

The foregoing discussion of the Nyaya theory of
Paratah pramanya indicates the two most important argu-
ments in support of its contentions. The first is in support
of the extrinsic origination of pramanya and the second in
support of extrinsic apprehension of pramanya. The first
argument which was explicitly formulated by Udayana
states that if pramanya originated from the same conditions
that give rise to the knowledge qua knowledge, then even
an invalid knowledge would come to possess pramanya
since it too has same originating conditions, and that is
plainly absurd. The second argument was also first formu-
lated by Udayana, though made far more precise by
Gangesa. Et argues that if with the first apprehension of a
knowledge we also know it as true, then it would be im-
posible to have any doubt regarding the truth of that
knowledge soon afterwards. It is not our purpose to take
sides and to decide if these arguments are tenable or not.
It is rather our intention to bring out the exact nature of
the controversy. We shall examine the nature of the argu-
ments in the next sections. For the present, we are inte-
rested in making the Nyaya contention more precise, and
for this purpose it is necessary to bear the two arguments,
especially the second one, in mind-

The Nyaya is not contending that when a knowledge
comes into being, it is at the beginning neither true nor
false. Such a contention would have been plainly absurd.
It rather contends that every knowledge is either true or
false, right at the beginning. Only its truth or falsity,
whichever may be the case, is due to a set of conditions
that are different from those other conditions that give rise
to the knowledge. In the case of truth, these conditions